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Reply : This would mean that 'artha saravit sadbhava
iscaya' is due to the knowledge of its utility. Though the
^rabhakara Mimamsaka admits' samvu Pratyaksatva'(imme-
liacy of consciousness) here he argues that 'samirt' is known
hrough something else. It is no longer immediate. This
s contrary to their fundamental prmcipales. Even if we
.dmit that the knowledge of its utility, determines the 'artha
amvitsadbhava\ the reality of the former is known again
hrough another apprehension. In this way the argument
/ill involve both the regress and the vicious circle.

There is an objection from one of the followers of the
advaita) siddhanta' to the effect that we too maintain the
ibsence of the object. For we are negating it later on. But
ts there the absence of the object during the 'pratibhasa
amya' ? (moment of appearance) or later on ? It can not
>e the former, for the silver is apprehended as existing then.
n the later cognition we are rejecting the 'mithyarajata^:

unless it existed earlier, we can not negate it later. (This is
closer to the view of Bhamati).

There is real silver in the world outside : and since i
LS not this silver which is apprehended^ how can you negate
It and say that there was, is, or will be, no silver ? But there
LS the 'rajatabhasa prasakti' and this implies that the real
silver too is in the mind. As such the negation becomes
possible. There are the -two 'samvits9 (of the real and'
mithya silver) and that which is said to be non - existing;

hence in all the three tenses is the real silver as such. Of
these two 'samvits' why cannot we leave one and thus give
upthe'ahukika^kalpana^assuminga mysterious one)We can-
not do so because during the erroneous cognition we do not

avc the knowledge of two silvers. If there wsre this know"
h